MINORITY VIEWS OF VICE CHAIRMAN BOND AND SENATORS CHAMBLISS, HATCH, AND BURR* 


The much anticipated report published today purporting to conclude the Committee’s 
inquiry into “any intelligence activities relating to Iraq conducted by the Policy 
Counterterrorism Evaluation Group (PCTEG) and the Office of Special Plans within the Office 
of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy” will be a disappointment to those who have been 
expecting that the Committee would uncover wrongdoing by the Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Policy (OUSDP). 


In spite of comments from the Chairman of this Committee twice alleging that the 
OUSDP, or its former head, Under Secretary of Defense Doug Feith, may have engaged in 
unlawful activities, the report released today found nothing to substantiate that claim; nothing 
unlawful about the alleged “rogue intelligence operation” in the PCTEG, nothing unlawful about 
the Office of Special Plans, and nothing unlawful about the so-called failure to inform Congress 
of alleged “intelligence activities.” 


Just last year, the Chairman released a press statement following the release of a 
Department of Defense Inspector General report into the OUSDP claiming that it appeared that 
the office’s activities were “not in compliance with the law.” Press reports at the time noted that 
the Chairman vowed to pursue the issue in the Committee. In 2004, the Chairman accused the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy of “efforts to run intelligence past the intelligence 
community” and wondered “was he running a private intelligence failure [sic], which is not 
lawful.” Yet, rather than pursue these allegations, the Chairman directed that this portion of the 
Committee’s inquiry focus on an issue unrelated to either office identified in the Committee’s 
terms of reference or the DoD Inspector General report. Despite allegations that the OUSDP 
may have contributed to faulty intelligence on Iraq, he decided to pursue an issue unrelated to 
intelligence and unrelated to Iraq. He pursued an inquiry of an exploratory meeting held in 
Rome in 2001 between two Department of Defense officials and two Iranians about Iran 
(hereafter called the “Rome meetings”). 


As the majority report clearly shows, the Rome meetings occurred in December 2001, 
nearly a year before the Office of Special Plans even existed. While the PCTEG did exist at the 
time of the Rome meetings, it was a two person group involved in other work and neither of 
these individuals was involved in the Rome meetings. While one of the Rome meeting 
participants did join the Office of Special Plans after it was formed, his activities pertaining to 
the Rome meetings had ceased many months before. The other Rome meeting participant was 
not even an employee of OUSDP. In fact, the Rome meetings had very little to do with the 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy at all, and had almost nothing to do with 
former Under Secretary of Defense Doug Feith. 


* I concur with the Vice Chairman’s views on the substance of the report as well as the 
Minority’s amendments. I am unable to comment on any Phase I or Phase II activities that 
preceded my membership on this Committee. 
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We cannot explain why the Chairman would direct the Committee to undertake a review 
unrelated to the task outlined in the terms of reference after four years of arguing for the 
necessity of the Committee completing this portion of Phase II, and after vociferously criticizing 
the previous Chairman for his effort to move the review along by asking the Department of 
Defense Inspector General to examine the issue. The Chairman claimed on numerous occasions 
that the Inspector General was not a substitute for the Committee’s work, but nearly a year after 
the release of the Inspector General’s findings, the Committee has done nothing to pursue that 
effort. 


At the Committee’s business meeting to vote on this report, the Chairman told the 
members of the Committee that he and the previous Chairman had agreed that the Rome 
meetings would be included as part of Phase II, but a 2006 letter from then-Chairman Roberts 
belies that claim. In the letter, Chairman Roberts restated the Committee’s agreed upon terms of 
reference and added: 


You have asked to restart the Committee investigation into the Pentagon’s 
Rome meetings. Clearly, this does not fall within the scope of Phase II. 
As you know, the Committee reviewed this issue nearly three years ago 
and found that it involved Iran and not Iraq. In addition, the Committee 
found nothing which required additional investigation. 


One would imagine that to go to such great lengths to abandon the Committee’s terms of 
reference and abandon an investigation of offices and activities which Chairman Rockefeller 
himself alleged to have been potentially “unlawful,” the Rome meetings would have involved 
even more wrongdoing. The majority report released today, however, shows that this was not 
the case. The majority report shows that there was nothing unlawful about DoD’s, or any other 
entity’s, role in or conduct during the Rome meetings. 


The majority’s report states: 


The Committee’s review of applicable laws and regulations indicates that 
Deputy National Security Advisor Hadley and Deputy Secretary 
Wolfowitz acted within their authorities in directing DoD personnel to 
attend the Rome meeting. 


Ironically, after all of the allegations of unlawful activities, rather than state this 
prominently as one of the eight main conclusions, this most significant finding is buried in a 
summary paragraph. 


Instead, the report’s eight conclusions are dedicated to vague allegations of 
“Inappropriate” activities or of failures by administration officials with little explanation to 
justify such claims. For example, the report concludes that Deputy National Security Advisor 
Steven Hadley “failed” to inform Director of Central Intelligence Tenet and Deputy Secretary of 
State Armitage of the full nature of the planned contact with the Iranians in Rome. The 
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conclusion does not make clear several relevant factors including that: (1) Mr. Hadley was not 
required to notify either individual; (2) although not required to do so, he notified Tenet and 
Armitage of the information he had including, apparently, that the Iranians allegedly had threat 
information and that the meeting would take place in Europe; and (3) despite receiving this 
information, apparently, neither Tenet nor Armitage asked any follow up questions to obtain 
additional information. Yet, the majority has concluded that Mr. Hadley “failed.” 


Other conclusions argue that Mr. Ledeen’s role in facilitating the Rome meeting was 
“inappropriate” with no explanation as to why, and that the decision by Deputy Secretary of 
Defense Wolfowitz to keep the Rome meeting close-hold was “ill-advised,” because it led to the 
alleged “withholding of pertinent information from the intelligence community,” something the 
report explicitly shows is not true. The same information obtained during the Rome meeting was 
later provided to the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). None of the conclusions in the 
majority report has merit or substance—as the text of the report makes clear. 


The majority seems to have borrowed an idea from the Department of Defense Inspector 
General in outlining vague notions of “inappropriate” activity without defining “inappropriate” 
or explaining the reasoning behind such accusations. After four years of making unsubstantiated 
allegations of unlawful activities, the calculus appears to be that proclamations of 
“inappropriate” behavior will generate the desired headlines focusing only on the caustic words, 
rather than the lack of substance or lack of evidence behind them. We hope that these additional 
views will help redirect that focus to the evidence, or lack thereof. 


There are too many problems with this report to highlight them all in these minority 
views. We will, therefore, attach the amendments filed by the Vice Chairman on behalf of the 
minority. Although these amendments were filed by the required filing deadline, the Chairman 
refused to allow consideration of any of them at the business meeting to vote on the reports. We 
highlight the following areas in which the report is particularly inadequate and makes 
unsupported claims. 


First, in several areas the report claims that Director of Central Intelligence Tenet and 
Deputy Secretary of State Armitage were “not provided with significant details regarding the 
proposed meeting.” As noted above, Deputy National Security Advisor Hadley provided both 
individuals with the information he knew. He did not have detailed information because the 
meetings were exploratory—to find out what information the two Iranians involved had and to 
make a determination about whether their information was worth pursuing further. The report 
alleges that the information was insufficient, yet does not make clear why if either individual 
thought the information was insufficient, he did not ask the Deputy National Security Advisor 
for additional details. 


The Committee failed to interview Mr. Armitage to ask him this question or whether he 
believed the information was insufficient. An interview with Mr. Tenet, conducted over the 
phone (at the request of the minority but with only majority staff present) two days before the 
originally scheduled vote on the report, did not provide a sufficient response to this question. 
Mr. Tenet apparently did not think the information was sufficient, but he did not request 
additional details of Mr. Hadley, according to the majority’s memorandum for the record, 
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because he did not want to stand in the way of “collecting threat information.” If minority staff 
had been included in such a discussion they would have pressed Mr. Tenet to explain why asking 
a simple follow-up question would stand in the way of collecting threat information. 


In several places, the majority report makes leaps of logic that are also not supported by 
the evidence. In the body and again in the conclusions, the report questions whether the Iranians 
involved in the Rome meetings really did not want to meet with the CIA, as numerous interviews 
and documents indicate Mr. Ledeen told Mr. Hadley. The report alleges that Mr. Ledeen 
fabricated this claim to circumvent the intelligence community, citing testimony from the two 
DoD officials who participated in the Rome meeting that the issue of whether or not the Iranians 
were unwilling to meet with the CIA did not come up during the meetings. However, the fact 
that such an issue did not come up during the Rome meetings does not clarify one way or the 
other whether the Iranians really were unwilling to meet with the CIA. As the DoD informed the 
Committee in March 2008, in response to staff questions, 


If none of the participants expressed reservations at the Rome meeting about CIA 
involvement, as the Committee staff states in this question, this would seem to 
have little or no significance considering that the CIA in fact did not participate in 
the meeting, ... thus there would have been no obvious reason why this subject 
should have arisen at the exploratory Rome meeting. 


This response was excluded from the majority report. With no evidence whatsoever, the 
majority report extrapolated a scenario in which Mr. Ledeen lied to circumvent the CIA. That is 
good material for conspiracy theorists, but not suitable for a report of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee. 


Several areas of the report also claim that the “limited awareness of the Rome meeting 
within the CIA and the State Department ... would have a significant impact on the ultimate 
outcome of this activity.” The implication of these comments throughout the report is that it was 
DoD’s secrecy that kept the information from being pursued by the CIA. This suggestion is not 
supported by any evidence in the majority report. On the contrary, according to the information 
in the report, the CIA and Department of State did not want to be involved in any activities that 
involved Mr. Ghorbanifar, and the CIA only reluctantly agreed to be involved with Mr. Ledeen, 
but, according to Mr. Tenet, regarding only activities not related to the Iranians involved in the 
Rome meetings. Had the Rome meeting not been kept limited, the only likely outcome would 
have been that the meeting would not have taken place at all, a significant impact to be sure, but 
not the one alleged in the majority report. 


The report also claims that the government “never processed the remaining information 
[obtained at the Rome meeting] to determine its potential value or the benefit of continued 
contact with the Iranians,” a claim not borne out by the facts in the majority’s own report. In 
addition to bringing the information to the attention of the Director of the DIA, the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense referred the information to the DIA’s Defense HUMINT Service (DH) 
directly, by putting them in contact with Mr. Ledeen. A contact memorandum from that meeting 
indicates that the names of the Iranians and the information they provided at the Rome meeting 
were shared with DH and that Mr. Ledeen offered to provide additional information the DH 
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deemed necessary, once a decision to pursue the contact had been made. The report also 
requested name traces on the two individuals and guidance from DIA on how to proceed. The 
DH contacted the CIA about the information, but because the CIA told the DH that Mr. Ledeen 
regularly approached government contacts “with various proposals he deemed of interest,” the 
DH determined that no further contact was warranted or advisable. Contrary to the claims in the 
majority report, the government did pursue the information and determined that it was not 
advisable to pursue further contact. The majority report’s “Conclusion 4,” which claims that 
senior DoD officials “would not allow” this information to be placed in proper intelligence 
channels once it was gathered, is fallacious, particularly in light of the fact that these senior 
officials specifically referred Mr. Ledeen to the DIA. 


One of the more egregious omissions from the report is testimony from individuals 
directly involved in these issues because the Committee chose not to interview them. As noted 
earlier the Committee never sought an interview with Deputy Secretary of State Armitage and 
only interviewed Director of Central Intelligence Tenet at the eleventh hour, at the request of the 
minority and without any minority staff present. The Committee did not interview Deputy 
National Security Advisor Hadley, yet the Committee recounts conversations among these three 
individuals, quoting books and questions for the record rather than taking the time to talk to them 
directly. The review staff never interviewed Mr. Rhode, one of only two DoD officials to attend 
the Rome meeting. While Mr. Rhode had been interviewed by other Committee staff in 2004, 
several areas in need of clarification remain outstanding because of the failure to re-interview 
this key participant. The U.S. Ambassador to Rome, Mel Sembler, was not interviewed, nor was 
Under Secretary of State Mark Grossman, both integral to understanding fully false allegations 
that DoD was involved in a covert action. 


Overall, we are at a loss to explain why the Chairman went to such great lengths to 
investigate this issue, only to publish an incomplete report riddled with unsubstantiated claims, 
which, in the end, refutes his allegations of unlawful activities. It was a complete waste of time 
and should never have been part of the Committee’s Phase II investigation. 


CHRISTOPHER S. BOND 
SAXBY CHAMBLISS 
ORRIN G. HATCH 
RICHARD BURR 
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Appendix A 


Filed Amendments on Phase II Report: 


Any Intelligence Activities Relating to Iraq Conducted by the Policy Counterterrorism 
Evaluation Group (PCTEG) and the Office of Special Plans within the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy 
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Amendment 2 


Page 2, third full paragraph - The Committee’s updated terms of reference called for a review of 
any intelligence activities relating to Iraq conducted by the Policy Counterterrorism Evaluation 
Group and the Office of Special Plans within the OUSD(P). The Policy Counterterrorism 
Evaluation Group was a two person group created in November 2001, after discussions on how 
to pursue the Rome meeting were already underway in the OUSD(P). No members of that group 
participated in the meetings that are the subject of this report. The Office of Special Plans was 
created in October 2002, after the Rome meeting had taken place. One participant in the Rome 
meeting did join the Office of Special Plans after it was formed, but his activities surrounding the 
Rome meeting had been completed months before. As noted in the February 2007 DoD IG 
report, however, “[t]he term OSP [Office of Special Plans] has become generic terminology for 
the activities of the OUSD(P), including the Policy Counterterrorism Evaluation Group 
(PCTEG) and Policy Support Office. ” 


Amendment 2- strike As noted in the February 2007 DoD IG report, however, “[t]he term OSP 
[Office of Special Plans] has become generic terminology for the activities of the OUSD(P), 
including the Policy Counterterrorism Evaluation Group (PCTEG) and Policy Support Office. ” 


Comment — This Committee knows what the Office of Special Plans was and what it was not. 
We know that it was not a generic term for the policy office, it was not related to the PCTEG, we 
know that it was not related to the Rome meetings, and most importantly, we knew these things 
when the terms of reference for Phase II were drafted in February 2004. The Committee should 
help to clarify any confusion about this for the public and the press, not add to it by repeating the 
DoD IG’s claim that the Office of Special Plans was a “generic term,” which we know is 
incorrect. The Office of Special Plans was a specific office which had nothing to do with these 
meetings and we should not use public confusion of the issue as an excuse to delve into issues 
that are clearly outside the scope of what the Committee agreed to examine. 
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Amendment 4(a) 


Page 2, last partial paragraph - The December 2001 Rome meeting involved discussions with 
alleged current and former members of the Iranian security service and a foreign government 
entity which included the foreign government intelligence service. While the information 
obtained was related to Iran instead of Iraq, senior OUSD(P) personnel were directed to 
conduct the Rome meeting and were involved in the decision-making process on how to 
undertake the meeting, and an OUSD(P) employee attended the meeting. In light of the fact that 
the DoD IG did not evaluate the propriety of conducting these meetings, Chairman John D. 
Rockefeller IV directed that the Committee’s review of the December 2001 and June 2003 
meetings be completed as part of its pre-war intelligence on Iraq inquiry. This report completes 
the Committee’s inquiry into the Rome meeting and the issue of whether the OUSD(P) undertook 
inappropriate intelligence collection activities. 


Amendment 4(a) — strike senior OUSD(P) personnel were directed to conduct the Rome meeting 
and were involved in the decision-making process on how to undertake the meeting, and an 
OUSD(P) employee attended the meeting. In and insert in; strike Committee’s and insert 
Chairman’s; strike and the issue of whether the OUSD(P) undertook inappropriate intelligence 
collection activities 


Comment — Whether OUSD(P) personnel were directed to conduct the Rome meeting or an 
employee attended the Rome meeting is irrelevant. The Committee did not agree to look at the 
OUSD(P), it agreed to look at the PCTEG and the OSP, neither of which was in any way related 
to the Rome meetings. 
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Amendment 4 


Page 7, first full paragraph — Deputy Secretary Armitage and DCI Tenet were not provided with 
significant details regarding the proposed meeting. 


Amendment 4- Strike the above sentence. 


Comment — Up until two days before the first business meeting scheduled to vote on this report, 
none of these individuals had been interviewed to ask them about the information provided or 
received. Finally, at our urging, former DCI Tenet was interviewed two days before the business 
meeting, but no minority staffers were included in the meeting and important follow up questions 
were not asked. It is also not clear whether Mr. Tenet thinks he was provided with inadequate 
information and, if so, why he did not ask any necessary follow-up questions of Mr. Hadley. We 
have confidence that if Mr. Tenet or Mr. Armitage needed information, they would have asked 
for it. We should be asking them about this, rather than taking comments for the report from 
books and questions for the record. In any case, even using these materials, we have only heard 
one side of the story. The Committee has not requested to interview Mr. Hadley to hear his 
recollections of these conversations, despite the fact that there is a conclusion in the report 
accusing him of having “failed” to fully inform Tenet and Armitage about the meetings — as if 
there was a requirement to do so. The Committee needs to offer Mr. Hadley the opportunity to 
respond. 
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Amendment 7 


Page 10, second full paragraph — The Committee received testimony from Mssrs. Ledeen, 
Franklin, and Rhode that calls into question the willingness of the Iranians who were met in 
Rome to deal with the CIA. When Mr. Ledeen was asked whether he had suggested that the 
Iranians would not meet with the CIA he replied that he did not think so. Mr. Ledeen stated that 
Iranians to be met in subsequent meetings had made it clear they would not meet with the CIA, 
but he reiterated that the two Iranians at the Rome meeting had expressed no qualms about 
dealing with the CIA. Mr. Franklin informed the Committee that neither of the Iranians he met 
in Rome expressed concerns about who in the U.S. Government they were meeting with. When 
asked if there had been an indication beforehand that there were limitations on whom the 
Iranians would talk to, Mr Franklin responded “no.” When asked whether it had been conveyed 
to him during the meeting that the Iranians did not want to deal with the CIA, Mr. Rhode also 
responded “no.” 


Amendment 7 — strike The Committee received testimony from Mssrs. Ledeen, Franklin, and 
Rhode that calls into question the willingness of the Iranians who were met in Rome to deal with 
the CIA. When Mr. Ledeen was asked whether he had suggested that the Iranians would not 
meet with the CIA he replied that he did not think so. Mr. Ledeen stated that Iranians to be met 
in subsequent meetings had made it clear they would not meet with the CIA, but he reiterated 
that the two Iranians at the Rome meeting had expressed no qualms about dealing with the CIA. 
Mr. Franklin informed the Committee that neither of the Iranians he met in Rome expressed 
concerns about who in the U.S. Government they were meeting with. When asked if there had 
been an indication beforehand that there were limitations on whom the Iranians would talk to, 
Mr Franklin responded “no.” When asked whether it had been conveyed to him during the 
meeting that the Iranians did not want to deal with the CIA, Mr. Rhode also responded “no.” 


Comment - The comment in the report which says testimony from Mr. Franklin and Mr. Rhode 
“calls into question” the willingness of the Iranians who were met in Rome to deal with the CIA 
is not supportable. Neither Mr. Franklin nor Mr. Rhode had any information about this topic at 
all. They testified only that the issue never came up in their discussions with the Iranians and 
there is no reason that it should have. The Committee recently received a response from DoD 
which made the same comments that we have been making on the draft since day one. DoD said 
specifically “If none of the foreign participants expressed reservations at the Rome meeting 
about CIA involvement, as the Committee staff states in this question, this would seem to have 
little or no significance considering that the CIA in fact did not participate in the meeting ... 
Thus there would have been no obvious reason why this subject should have arisen at the 
exploratory Rome meeting.” If both the Minority and DoD have independently noticed the faulty 
logic of this claim, readers of the report are sure to do the same. 


The testimony from these individuals sheds absolutely no light on the question of whether or not 


the Iranians really were unwilling to meet with the CIA. Furthermore, the issue is really 
irrelevant and adds nothing to the report. 
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Amendment 7(a) 


Page 11, penultimate paragraph - Materials prepared by counsel on behalf of Under Secretary of 
Defense Feith expressed the view that “[a]lthough the U.S. ambassador to Italy and the CIA 
complained that they were not informed about the meeting, it was not the 
responsibility of the Defense Department to inform them.” The material noted that the Deputy 
National Security Advisor had consulted with the Deputy Secretary of State and the DCI in 
advance. This response fails to consider that the DCI and Deputy Secretary were not provided 
enough information to know who to inform of the pending activity. 






Amendment 7(a) - Strike This response fails to consider that the DCI and Deputy Secretary 
were not provided enough information to know who to inform of the pending activity. 


Comment — We do not believe that the Committee can show that the DCI and Deputy Secretary 
were not provided with enough information to know whom to inform, particularly since neither 
Mr. Hadley nor Mr. Armitage was interviewed by the Committee and Mr. Tenet was not asked 
necessary follow-up questions. If either of these individuals believed they were not provided 
with enough information, they could have asked questions of Mr. Hadley. 


Amendment 7(b) 


Page 12, first full paragraph — The limited awareness of the Rome meeting within the CIA and the 
State Department, as well as the involvement of the foreign government and Mr. Ghorbanifar, 
would have a significant impact on the ultimate outcome of this activity. 


Amendment 7(b) - Strike The limited awareness of the Rome meeting within the CIA and the 
State Department, as well as the involvement of the foreign government and Mr. Ghorbanifar, 
would have a significant impact on the ultimate outcome of this activity. 


Comment — First, this is a conclusion which should not be in the findings portion of the report. 
Second, we do not know what the alleged “significant impact on the ultimate outcome” the 
Rome meeting is alleged to be. The report appears to suggest that the information obtained at the 
Rome meeting might have been pursued further had the DoD decided to inform more individuals 
within the CIA and Department of State, a suggestion that is not supported by the evidence in the 
report. 
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Amendment 8 


Page 13, first partial paragraph - Also, it is not clear whether the Rome meeting took place in an 
| 


Amendment 8- strike Also, it is not clear whether the Rome meeting took place in an actual 


and insert In March 2008, the Department of Defense informed the 
Committee that “the December 2001 Rome meeting did not involve any of these types of visits.” 


Comment - We believe it is clear that the meeting took place in an apartment building, not a 

. No one has told the Committee that the meeting took place in a 

, but several individuals told the Committee that the meetings took place in an apartment 

and the DoD informed the Committee that the meeting did not take place in a 
HER. The DoD’s statement should be included in the report. 






Amendment 13 


Page 16 first partial paragraph - Despite the changing descriptions of foreign involvement, there 
was no attempt by the DoD, or any other entity of the U.S. Government, to determine the true 
intentions of the foreign government with regard to interacting with the Iranians or Mr. 
Ghorbanifar. 


Amendment 13 — strike the above sentence. 


Comment — We do not understand what this sentence is trying to suggest and do not understand 
why anyone would be concerned about the “true motives” of the foreign government. Is the 
suggestion that we need to be concerned that the foreign government had an ulterior or nefarious 
motive? The foreign government is one of our closest allies, often assisting us with all types of 
government issues—they even assist us in war. Why would DoD think the foreign government 
had a mysterious motive? 


Also, we do not think it is accurate to say that the descriptions of the foreign government 
involvement were “changing.” Changing suggests that the same individuals we interviewed 
gave us different and evolving descriptions of their involvement. In fact, we received different 
descriptions of their involvement from different people, none of whom really seemed to know 
exactly what the foreign government gained from helping in this regard. Perhaps no one felt a 
need to ask one of our closest allies why they were helping us. 
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Amendments 15 and 16 


Page 18, first full paragraph — As noted above, in early December 2001 Mr. Hadley had 
mentioned to DCI Tenet that the DoD might meet with Iranians in Europe to discuss terrorist 
threat information. The DCI had no details, however, on the location of the meeting or its 
participants, For that reason, during a January 14, 2002, meeting in the DCI’s office that 
included senior CIA officials, 
the CIA participants were surprised when the foreign government intelligence service asked if 
they were aware of DoD officials “coming to Italy to talk about Iran.” 





Amendment 15- strike the first sentence above. 


Comment- It is not correct to say that the DCI had “no details” on the location of the meeting or 
its participants. He was told that the meeting would be in Europe, was told that the meeting was 
with Iranians, and Mr. Tenet says that he was told that the meeting would involve some kind of 
terrorist threat information. Mr. Tenet could have asked for more details if he thought the 
information was insufficient and he chose not to do so. The Committee should have pressed Mr. 
Tenet for details on why he chose not to ask for such information. In addition, the Committee 
has never requested an interview with Mr. Hadley to ask if he provided any more information to 
Mr. Tenet. 


Amendment 16 — strike For that reason, during and insert During 


Comment ~ In addition, we dispute the cause and effect suggestion of this paragraph. We 
suggest just describing what happened at the meeting and explaining how inquiries from the 
foreign government intelligence service led to additional inquires by the CIA, rather than trying 
to suggest that DoD was obligated to tell CIA what they were doing in Rome—which they were 
not. Perhaps the reason that the participants were surprised was because Mr. Tenet did not ask 
any follow-up questions of Mr. Hadley and did not inform his staff of the information he had 
been provided. For example, Mr. Tenet was informed that the meeting would take place in 
Europe, but he did not inform the CIA’s Europe Chief who attended the meeting with the foreign 
government service. 


Amendment 18 


Page 21, first partial paragraph — As noted above, Director Wilson had not been allowed to retain 
a copy of the summary. 


Amendment 18- strike As noted above, Director Wilson had not been allowed to retain a copy 
of the summary. 


Comment — “Allowed” makes it sound like Director Wilson wanted to have a copy of the Rome 


meeting summary and we do not know that he did want a copy because we have not interviewed 
him. 
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Amendment 22 


Page 25, second full paragraph - Without an understanding of the deliberations over further DoD 
contact with Mr. Ghorbanifar and his Iranian contacts, Mr. Marshall approved Mr. Rhode’s trip 
to Paris and the meeting with Mr. Ghorbanifar. 


Amendment 22 — strike Without an understanding of the deliberations over further DoD contact 
with Mr. Ghorbanifar and his Iranian contacts, 


Comment — Without having interviewed Marshall, we have no basis for suggesting that it was his 


lack of understanding of these deliberations that led him to approve Rhode’s trip. We should 
either interview him, or delete the beginning of this sentence and just say he approved the trip. 


Amendment 25 


Page 26, last partial paragraph — According to Mr. Rhode’s notes from the meeting, which were 
provided to the Committee, also present at the meeting was an Ayatolla 


Amendment 25 — strike the above sentence. 
Comment ~ Who is Ayatollah[j? Why bring this up if we don’t say who he is? If we don’t 


know who he is we should interview Mr. Rhode to ask him, or delete this reference. If we do 
know who he is, we should say so. 


Amendment 26 

Page 27, first full paragraph — to page 28, first partial paragraph - There is no indication that the 
information collected during the Paris meeting was shared with the Intelligence Community for 
a determination of potential intelligence value. 

Amendment 26 — strike the above sentence. 

Comment - The sentence in this section suggests that the information gained during discussions 
in Paris between policy officials and other individuals should have been put into intelligence 


channels, but this was not intelligence information and Mr. Rhode was under no obligation to 
provide it to the intelligence community. 
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Amendment 27 


Page 27, last full paragraph — He added his belief that Mr. Luti and DoD Employee #2 had told 
him in early 2002 that the activity had been shut off, which meant that he would have no further 
contact with Mr. Ghorbanifar or the Iranians. 


Amendment 27 — insert after the above sentence Mr. Rhode also told CIFA that he believed he 
would have to ask before meeting with Ghorbanifar again. 


Comment — This amendment is merely seeking to add additional and relevant information from 
the same memorandum for the record already cited in the report. It appears, based on Mr. 
Rhode’s additional comment to DoD’s Counterintelligence Field Activity (CIFA), that Mr. 
Rhode believed he would have to ask before meeting with Ghorbanifar again, which he did, and 
not, as the draft indicates, that he would have absolutely no further contact with Ghorbanifar. If 
the staff believes that there is a possible contradiction in the MFR, the Committee should 
interview Mr. Rhode to ask him about this, rather than simply choosing only one of two relevant 
sentences for inclusion in the report. 
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Amendment 28 


Page 31, last partial paragraph - page 32, first partial paragraph - The involvement of a foreign 
government intelligence service and alleged current and former Iranian security service 
personnel in the Rome meeting was an indicator of Intelligence Community equities in the 
activity. The DoD’s dependence on Mr. Ledeen to organize the Rome meeting, and failure to 
research in advance his avenues for arranging the meeting and the background of the 
participants, however, resulted in the DoD officials who decided on how the meeting would be 
undertaken being unaware of the involvement of the foreign government and Mr. Ghorbanifar. 
Once the information was collected, however, the DoD’s immediate response was to limit the 
ability of DIA Director Wilson to evaluate it. He was not allowed to retain the information for 
evaluation by the DIA or to run name traces on the Iranian participants, and he was not made 
aware of foreign government involvement and the potential that they were pursuing additional 
contacts with the Iranians. 


Amendment 28 — strike the entire section above. 


Comment — We disagree with many of the claims in this paragraph. How could the involvement 
of the foreign government intelligence service and former Iranian intelligence individuals have 
been an indicator of intelligence equities when none of the DoD participants knew there were 
intelligence people involved before they went? That was the purpose of having an exploratory 
meeting, to find out more about the individuals, what they knew and what they had to offer. 


Why should DoD have researched Mr. Ledeen’s “avenues for arranging the meeting or the 
background of the participants?” Why does it matter if DoD officials were unaware of 
Ghorbanifar’s involvement or the foreign government’s involvement before they went? Again, 
the purpose of the meeting was “exploratory.” 


It simply is not true that DIA Director Wilson was not able to run name traces or fully evaluate 
the information. Initially, he was asked to hold off on doing so, so that DoD could determine 
how they wanted to proceed with further actions, but the information was passed to DIA in April 
2002. DIA had ample opportunity to pursue this information from that time forward and could 
have done so. In fact, because an individual at the CIA was also assigned to meet with Mr. 
Ledeen, the CIA also could have pursued the information. If the Committee thinks the 
information was valuable and should have been pursued, why did the Committee not interview 
CIA and DIA officials to ask why they chose not to pursue it? 
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Amendment 29 


Page 32, first full paragraph - The U.S. Government never processed the remaining information 
to determine its potential value or the benefit of continued contact with the Iranians. In April 
2002, four months after the Rome meeting, the Defense HUMINT Service received an “executive 
referral” from the Office of the Secretary of Defense to meet with Mr. Ledeen. The Defense 
HUMINT Service contact memorandum outlined the Rome meeting as recalled by Mr. Ledeen, 
and requested name traces on the two Iranians, but noted that Mr. Ledeen had repeatedly 
declined to provide details such as specific names, locations, and contact information until the 
DoD decided whether or not to pursue the contact. Information provided by the DoD in March 
2008 indicates that after the interview of Mr. Ledeen, the Defense HUMINT Service contacted 
the CIA and learned that Mr. Ledeen regularly approached his U.S. Government contacts with 
various proposals he deemed of interest. The Defense HUMINT Service determined that no 
further contact with Mr. Ledeen was warranted or advisable. 


Amendment 29 ~ strike the above paragraph. 


Comment - The comments in this paragraph are simply not accurate. The U.S. Government did 
process the information pertaining to the Rome meetings. In April 2002, Mr. Ledeen met with 
the Defense Intelligence Agency as a referral from the Policy office. A contact memorandum 
prepared after the meeting shows that Mr. Ledeen provided DIA with the names of the Iranians 
and the same threat information provided to the participants during the Rome meeting. The 
contact memorandum also indicated that name traces were requested, as well as further guidance 
on how to proceed. We do not know what else DIA did to process the name traces or what 
further guidance was provided in cable traffic because the Committee never asked DIA for this 
information. 
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Amendment 31 


Page 32, second full paragraph - There can be varying opinions on the extent to which the Rome 
and Paris meetings represented intelligence information collection. For example, DoD IG 
interviews conducted during their review of the OUSD(P) produced differing opinions based on 
the interviewee’s interpretation of intelligence collection. Even Mssrs. Franklin and Rhode 
reached differing conclusions on what the information they collected represented. Mr. Rhode 
advised the Committee that he viewed the information received not as intelligence, but data to 
help understand what was going on in Iran. Mr. Franklin stated that he viewed the information 
in his meeting summary as “intelligence or information that I thought was useful to intelligence 
agencies...” In addition, Mr. Franklin opined to Counterintelligence Field Activity personnel 
that after his return from Rome the situation changed from debriefing Iranians to them being 
intelligence sources. 


Amendment 31 — strike the above paragraph. 


Comment - Is the Committee really prepared to say to the American people and to the 
community we oversee that “intelligence collection” is something open to interpretation? It 
seems irresponsible to suggest that because one of the individuals who went on the Rome 
meetings thought his information had intelligence value, that it, therefore, was intelligence 
collection. Every day, information comes to Members of Congress which may be of interest to 
the intelligence community, but that does not make it intelligence and does not make them 
intelligence collectors. 
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Amendment 32 


Page 33, first full paragraph - Jn sum, the Rome meeting represented information gathering on 
Iran by DoD policy personnel with an intent to determine its potential intelligence value after the 
fact. This determination was never made. Iran is a denied area where the Intelligence 
Community has limited sources of information. Greater inclusion of the Intelligence Community 
might have resulted in a direct attempt by the Community to pursue further information from the 
Iranians, or an attempt to determine if the foreign government was developing a conduit to 
potentially valuable Iranian sources. While some DoD officials lament the failure to pursue this 
avenue of information further, their decision-making upon the return of the DoD personnel from 
Rome was a contributing factor. 


Amendment 32 — strike the above paragraph. 


Comment - This paragraph also contains incorrect information. The purpose of the Rome 
meetings was never to determine “intelligence value,” it was to determine its value. Value and 
intelligence value are not the same. Furthermore, there is no evidence that greater inclusion of 
the intelligence community “might” have led to a direct attempt to pursue the information further 
by the IC. Information in the report, indicating that when DIA tried to do this it was discouraged 
from doing so by the CIA, belies this claim. There is no evidence that decision making in the 
DoD before or after contributed in any way to the unwillingness of the CIA to pursue this 
information. The CIA did not want to engage with Mr. Ghorbanifar before the Rome meetings 
and the agency did not want to afterwards. 


More disturbing is that the majority seems to believe that the information obtained during the 
Rome meeting might have been worth pursuing further, but gives the intelligence community a 
pass in not doing so because the bureaucrats at the CIA and State Department felt slighted by the 
way the information was handled. We should have no part in a report that encourages such 
parochialism and stove-piping. 
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Amendment 33 
Pages 33-34, Conclusions 


Amendment 33 — Strike all of the report’s conclusions and insert 


Conclusion 1: The Committee found that no U.S. government officials involved in these 
meetings conducted any illegal, unauthorized or inappropriate activities. 


Conclusion 2: The Committee found that, according to DoD regulations in place at the time, the 
participants in the Rome meetings were not required to obtain a country clearance for travel to 


Rome. 


Comment — After all of the allegations of potentially unlawful conduct surrounding the OUSDP, 
it is irresponsible that the report’s conclusion that all of these activities were conducted in a 
lawful and authorized manner is buried in a summary paragraph and not one of the highlighted 
conclusions. What can be more important than highlighting the conclusion that there were no 
illegal activities conducted during these meetings? 


There should also be a conclusion stating that the Rome meeting participants were not required 
to obtain country clearances for travel to Rome. We note that an earlier report draft had a 
conclusion stating that these individuals did need country clearances, until the minority staff 
proved that, according to the DoD regulations outlined in the report, this conclusion was 
incorrect. The conclusion was withdrawn, but no conclusion was put in its place saying that 
country clearances were not required. Why is this no longer considered an important enough 
issue for a conclusion? 


In addition, the conclusion which states that DoD officials “would not allow” the information to 
be placed into intelligence channels is wrong. The policy office specifically referred Mr. Ledeen 
to the DIA so that DIA could follow up on his information and put the information into 
intelligence channels if need be. 


Because the Rome report conclusions are not accurate, they should all be deleted. 


Amendment 34 


Page 34, Recommendations - Recommendation #2: (For the Director of National Intelligence) 
Direct the National Counterintelligence Executive, in coordination with other appropriate 
Intelligence Community entities, to prepare a report on the U.S. Government’s policies and 
procedures for identifying and countering attempts by foreign agents or entities to directly or 
indirectly influence or access U.S. Government officials. Such a report should cover the 
procedures for U.S. Government employees to report foreign contacts”, the utilization and 
effectiveness of those procedures, the steps taken to analyze the information collected, and the 
actions resulting from that analysis to counter future attempts to influence the U.S. Government. 
This report should be provided to the appropriate Congressional oversight committees no later 
than September 30, 2008. 


(footnote ’™ reads as follows “Note that the Committee’s review did not evaluate the 
requirement for Mssrs. Franklin and Rhode to report their contact with the Iranians because, like 
the requirement for country clearance, they believed that issue had been addressed by the 
involvement of senior U.S. Government officials.’’) 


Amendment 34 — strike Recommendation #2. 


Comment — We do not understand the point of this recommendation. What is the purpose of 
such a report? What is the problem identified in the report that this recommendation is seeking 
to fix? We also do not understand the footnote. There is no reason that Messrs. Franklin and 
Rhode would need to report foreign contacts that their employer asked them to make. Reporting 
of foreign contacts is something required for contacts outside the course of one’s duties, not for 
contacts made in the course of official duties. 
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Amendment 35 


Page 7, second full paragraph - In March 2008, DCI Tenet provided the Committee with his 
recollections of his conversation with Mr. Hadley. He recalled being provided no details on the 
proposed meeting other than it involved access to terrorist threat information. He reiterated that 

_he had concerns about the information provided by Mr. Hadley, but he was not going to stand in 
the way of collecting threat information so soon after September 11, 2001. Former Director 
Tenet also stated his view that Mr. Hadley’s call was not intended to gain his permission. For 
these reasons he did not pursue further details at that time. 


Page 11, last partial paragraph — page 12 first partial paragraph - In March 2008, DCI Tenet 
informed the Committee that at no time prior to or after the Rome meeting did Mr. Wolfowitz 
contact him to discuss the Rome meeting. 


Amendment 35 — strike the above sentences. 


Comment — Despite the request from the minority for this interview and despite the specific 
notice that minority staff would need to be included in this interview, the interview was 
conducted by only one member of the majority staff with no minority staff present. The 
information cannot be verified and the necessary follow up questions were not asked of the 
interviewee. This information was included in the report after the amendment filing deadline 
and without the consent of the minority. It should be deleted until the interviewee can be 
interviewed with minority staff present. 
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